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The E s t h e t i c Element i n the O r i g i n of Mythology-
I t i s easy i n mythology, as many have demonstrated 
and a few have r e c o g n i z e d , "to make e v e r y t h i n g mean every-
t h i n g " . ^ ) I t becomes necessary, t h e r e f o r e , b e f o r e attempt-
in g t o glance a t the e s t h e t i c element i n the o r i g i n of my-
t h o l o g y , to s t a t e what, f o r the purposes of t h i s paper, w i l l 
be meant by o r i g i n , e s t h e t i c and mythology. 
E y " o r i g i n " i s meant not merely the b e g i n n i n g i n 
time , the f i r s t appearance as an event. T h i s , i f we c o u l d 
reach i t by any process of s c h o l a r s h i p , would throw v a l u a b l e 
l i g h t on the science of mythology; but i t would not alone be 
s u f f i c i e n t f o r an e x p l a n a t i o n and i t i s p l a i n l y i m p o s s i b l e of 
a t t a i n m e n t • 
Whatever s p e c i a l method of study we may choose t o 
pursue, we cannot w e l l d i s r e g a r d the e v o l u t i o n a r y f o r m u l a ; 
and t h i s , w h i l e i t u l t i m a t e l y presupposes a b e g i n n i n g , c o n t r a 
d i e t s i t s e l f by seeking t o go ><ack of t h a t b e g i n n i n g to know 
i t s cause. Probably, at l e a s t s i n c e "Darwin, no one has ever 
been so h o p e f u l as to expect the backward road to l e a d him 
to the f i r s t example of a n y t h i n g , without an antecedent of 
i t s k i n d , we cannot hope to f i n d the f i r s t myth, but some 
have sought to f i n d a p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i n c t i n mankind or a pe-
c u l i a r combination of circumstances i n p r e h i s t o r i c l i f e , 
1. M u l l e r , Chips from a German workshop. 
which gave r i s e to t h i s human product, mythology., 
Thus some have traced myths to ancestor worship, 
b e l i e f i n s p i r i t s derived from dreams, decay of language, 
and as many other sources. Prom the point of view of one 
not thoroughly enough acquainted w i t h any one of these to 
be p r e j u d i c e d i n i t s f a v o r , they a l l seem important and not 
to be neglected. So f a r from any one's being s u f f i c i e n t 
i n i t s e l f , however, to account f o r the phenomena that they 
are invoked to e x p l a i n , i t would seem as though a l l these 
taken together might r e q u i r e f u r t h e r a s s i s t a n c e to pro-
duce the r e s u l t . An explorer may trace a r i v e r f a r t h e r and 
f a r t h e r back to the point where four or f i v e mountain 
streams u n i t e and flow downward as one. But t h i s w i l l not 
e x p l a i n the volume of water that pours i n t o the sea at the 
r i v e r ' s mouth. The large and small t r i b u t a r i e s that j o i n 
i t on the way to the sea may add more water than they f i n d . 
The acorn may be the cause or source of the oak, but un-
aided by sunshine and r a i n could never produce i t . 
So we may, according to which leader we f o l l o w , 
t r a c e mythology back to c u r i o s i t y or awe or anthropomorph-
ism as the o r i g i n a l impulse that set the b a l l r o l l i n g . 
But I b e l i e v e i t can be shown that any one of these remote 
causes or a l l together w i l l need to be supplemented by 
some tendency which, l i k e the i n c l i n e plane and g r a v i t y , 
kept i t r o l l i n g to the end. I s h a l l , then, f e e l j u s t i f i e d 
i n c o n s i d e r i n g under o r i g i n any i n f l u e n c e or tendency which 
has c o n t r i b u t e d to mythology as we know i t , whether i t may 
2. 
be supposed to have l a i d the foundation or placed the cop-
ing stone. 
But what i s mythology i t s e l f ? In the attempt to 
recognize a l l claims i n the compass of one short sentence, 
I am tempted to say: The beginning of everything that d i f -
f e r e n t i a t e s man from brute. As a l l roads lead to Rome, so 
a l l forms of l i f e seem to be traceable to the sing l e c e l l 
and a l l elements of c i v i l i z a t i o n to the myth. The h i s t o -
r i a n can go back only so f a r on the ground of fact before 
he f i n d s himself i n the quick-sands of legend and soon i n 
the deep water of a c t u a l myth. Philosophy and science, 
which keep g e t t i n g confused w i t h each other a l l along the 
way, lose themselves i n the same source. No one can study 
the h i s t o r y of r e l i g i o n without studying mythology and the 
reverse i s a l s o t r u e . I f man i s to invent s t o r i e s about 
h i s gods he must f i r s t have the idea of a god, and here be-
gins r e l i g i o n . We might say wi t h equal t r u t h that before 
man can worship he must have an idea of an object of worr 
ship and here begins mythology. Poetry and a l l the f i n e 
a r t s and a l l s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l customs are more or l e s s 
c l o s e l y connected with mythology and one w r i t e r has made i t 
the source and o r i g i n a l form of language i t s e l f . 
I t i s evident, however, that any such sweeping 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n as t h i s w i l l end i n u t t e r confusion, we are 
i n danger now, not of making everything mean everything,but 
of making one thin g mean everything. Before we can discuss 
the o r i g i n of mythology we must t r y to decide j u s t what 
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c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s mark i t o f f from these other germs of c i v -
i l i z a t i o n . 
Probably no one wculd have r e a l d i f f i c u l t y i n 
separating mythology from h i s t o r y i n the a b s t r a c t , however 
hard i t may be i n p a r t i c u l a r cases. With philosophy and 
science, however, i t i s d i f f e r e n t . Myths are p r i m i t i v e a t -
tempts at explanation of n a t u r a l phenomena and explanation, 
as such, i s the province of science and philosophy. Pro-
bably, i f i t were po s s i b l e for our backward road to lead us 
into the a c t u a l presence of inan's f i r s t guess at a cause 
and h i s f i r s t rudimentary myth, they would be found to be 
the same t h i n g . But though d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of science and 
mythology may come l a t e r i n time than the element that u-
n i t e s them, i t i s present i n the e a r l i e s t times that h i s * 
t o r y knows anything about. When the ancient Greeks ex-
p l a i n e d the o r i g i n of the world by t h e i r s tory of Chaos and 
•his w i f e , the goddess Night, they created a myth; but when 
Thales s a i d that a l l things came from water he l a i d the 
foundation at once of science and philosophy. The d i f f e r -
ence, then, l i e s i n the anthromorphic or personal element. 
Any explanation of nature which f a l l s back upon a personal 
cause, at least f o r p a r t i c u l a r phenomena, may i n t h i s sense 
be said to be mythological; while any explanation which 
presupposes a uniform law independent of p a r t i c u l a r w i l l s , 
i s s c i e n t i f i c . 
But i f mythology i s not science,neither i s i t 
4. 
r e l i g i o n . I t has "been p o i n t e d out that the two are mutu-
a l l y dependent, and would seem, t h e r e f o r e , to nave sprung 
from a common source. But they can never be r e a l l y i d e n t i -
c a l . " R e l i g i o n " , says Andrew Lang, " i s always i n a f a r 
higher l e v e l than mythology"«(l) "The r e l i g i o n of savages, 
i n i t s c h i l d l i k e and h o p e f u l dependence i s a b s o l u t e -
l y human. On the other s i d e , as i n the myths of Greece or 
I n d i a , stand the absurd and profane anecdotes of the 
g o d s " . " I n a c e r t a i n sense, probably any race of men 
can be c a l l e d m o n o t h e i s t i c " . ( 3 ) "In moments of t r u l y r e -
l i g i o u s thought, even the lowest t r i b e s t u r n t h e i r minds 
toward a guardian, a higher power".(4) "The Being appeal-
ed to by the savage i n moments of need or de s p a i r may go by 
the name which denotes a hawk, or a s p i d e r , or a grasshop-
per, but we may be p r e t t y sure that l i t t l e thought of such 
c r e a t u r e s i s i n the mind of the worshippers i n h i s hour of 
need".(5) Max M u l l e r says: "To c a l l the wind the b r e a t h of 
1. Lang: Myth, R i t u a l and R e l i g i o n . Vol.2 p.10. 
2. " " " " " " " p.11. 
3 " " " " " " 2 . p42. 
4 " " w w M if 2, p43 
5 it H »i n ii n 2, p.43. 
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a l i v i n g being i s a myth but to pray to i t and o f f e r 
s a c r i f i c e i s . r e l i g i o n " . ( 1 ) 
I f \ n o t w i t h r e l i g i o n then i t seems that w i t h the-
ology the myth must be i d e n t i f i e d , and indeed the r e l a t i o n 
i s c l o s e , but here too there i s a d i s t i n c t i o n . A myth i s 
n a r r a t i v e and d e s c r i p t i v e and precedes theology proper 
though i t may survive and c o e x i s t w i t h i t . Theology i s 
more a b s t r a c t than mythology. The r e l a t i o n of mythology to 
poetry and the other a r t s need not be dwelt upon here. I t s 
r e l a t i o n to language w i l l come up i n connection w i t h the 
p h i l o l o g i c a l theory. 
There i s another source of confusion, however. 
Mr. John "piske i n h i s "Myths and Myth-makers", discusses 
under s t o r i e s of s l e e p i n g nature i n the winter months B a l d -
er, S i g u r d , the Sleeping Beauty, Charlemagne and Barbarossa, 
S t . John s l e e p i n g at Ephesus, and Rip Van Winkle's nap i n 
the C a t s k i l l s . Balder i s a character of myths, Charlemagne 
i n h i s s u p e r n a t u r a l aspects of legend, and the Sleeping 
Beauty of f o l k - l o r e or f a i r y t a l e s . Again, l i g h t e n i n g i s 
s a i d to be the o r i g i n a l of the hammer of Thor, the spear 
of Odin, the sesame 01P s p r i n g wort that opens the door to 
subterranean palaces and treasure hords, and the forked 
branch of h a z e l which p o i n t s downward i n s p i t e of the h o l d -
er when he walks over a place where water i s hidden i n the 
ground. Anything p e r t a i n i n g to Thor or Odin belongs to my-
l.Lang: Myth, R i t u a l and R e l i g i o n . Vol.2 p.43. 
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thology, 'the earth rending t a l i s m a n to f o l k - l o r e , but the 
water d i v i n i n g h a z e l to modern and s t i l l current s u p e r s t i -
t i o n , ^he Century D i c t i o n a r y defines mythology as a sei* 
r i e s of myths or f a b l e s , and a myth i t s e l f as a t r a d i t i o n a l 
s t o r y i n which the operation of n a t u r a l f o r c e s and occurrr 
ances of human h i s t o r y are represented as the a c t i o n s of 
i n d i v i d u a l l i v i n g beings, i t d i s t i n g u i s h e s f u r t h e r : Fables 
and parables are invented c o n s c i o u s l y to teach a t r u t h . A 
myth i s b e l i e v e d a b s o l u t e l y . The Cyclopedic D i c t i o n a r y 
says: "A p h y l o s o p h i c a l myth i s the e v o l v i n g of an imaginary 
f a c t out of an idea»- a legend i s the e v o l v i n g of an idea 
from a f a c t # T h u s t h e R o m a n s ^ a n ^ e a 0 f the o r i g i n of 
t h e i r s t a t e and evolved the myth of Aeneas. Where r e a l 
f a c t s become embellished by f i c t i o n they are a legend 1*. 
It.would seem as, though-Mr. vFAske had i n c l u d e ^ 
more phenomena.than"the t i t l e , o f his'book; would s t r i c t l y 
a l l o w when he explained myths,legends, t r a d i t i o n s , f a i r y 
t a l e s , f o l k - l o r e and s u p e r s t i t i o n a l l under the head of 
myth. I b e l i e v e , however, that t h i s i s j u s t i f i e d , i f as he 
t r i e s to show, they have a common source and can be ex;-, 
p l a i n e d by the same t h e o r i e s . I f modern s u p e r s t i t i o n i s , 
i n a l a r g e measure, a remnant of mythology proper, i t has 
a r i g h t to c o n t r i b u t e it& testimony and be explained along 
w i t h i t s antecedent form. P r o f e s s o r santayana says that 
science and mythology can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d i n that science 
supplements f a c t s by other f a c t s from the same sphere, 
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while mythology invokes causes of a d i f f e r e n t order from 
f a c t s which they explain and which cannot he either v e r i * ' 
f i e d or disproved.(1) This statement i s comprehensive e-
nough to include a l l the forms mentioned by Fiske. 
There i s probably very l i t t l e e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r r . 
ence between the modern f o l k - l o r e of Germany and other Bur 
ropean countries, and ancient mythology. The l a t t e r , i t i s 
true dealt w ith gods and heroes, while the former must be 
content w i t h lonely p i l g r i m s , b e a u t i f u l maidens and other 
p r i v a t e and t e r r e s t r i a l i n d i v i d u a l s . This i s , however, not 
as much a difference i n character as i n outward circumstan-
ces. In a country where the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n i s taught 
and believed, however imperfectly understood, there i s no 
place f o r gods and goddesses; and the popular fancy, which 
must people i t s world with more than the senses supply, 
creates heroes and heroines instead. 
By ."esthetic" I evidently do not mean b e a u t i f u l 
according to our modern standards, i f such there be. To 
prove that there i s an esthetic element i n mythology as we 
know i t would be an easy and d e l i g h t f u l task, but one not 
worth the doing because no one could be found to dispute i t . 
I t would be no l e s s easy to show that, from our point of 
view the ugly also abounds. As long ago as the time of 
Pl a t o c e r t a i n features of Greek mythology had begun to 
shock the moral and es t h e t i c sense of th i n k i n g men, and 
Plato f i n d s i*n t h i s s u f f i c i e n t grounds f o r banishing the 
1. Santayana: L i f e of Reason. Vol.V. p.16. 
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poets e n t i r e l y from the s t a t e . Indeed i t i s j u s t here that 
mythologists have found t h e i r hardest task and the source 
of most of t h e i r disagreements. As long as they confined 
t h e i r s t u d i e s to the c l a s s i c and Teutonic systems of myths 
the a b s u r d i t i e s were perplexing enough, hut since the f i e l d 
has "broadened to include the "beliefs of savage and b a r b a r -
ous t r i b e s , they are v a s t l y m u l t i p l i e d and p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y 
harder to e x p l a i n . 
The theory of e v o l u t i o n must come to our rescue, 
whatever view we take of beauty we can h a r d l y deny some ap-
p r e c i a t i o n of i t to the most p r i m i t i v e peoples. I f we 
grant that beauty i s e n t i r e l y r e l a t i v e to the consciousness 
that p e r c e i v e s i t we place i t at the mercy of any i n d i v i d -
u a l who chooses to say that.he p r e f e r s a chromo to the S i s -
tene Madonna or a l i m r i c to Paradise Lost, and h i s t a s t e 
cannot be g a i n s a i d . I f , however, we grant that there i s , 
as Socrates taught, an absolute beauty, i t i s by no means 
c l e a r how f i n i t e man could see or a t t a i n i t and we p r a c t i -
c a l l y deny beauty to the world and i t s a p p r e c i a t i o n to man. 
To Herbert Spencer no act seemed p e r f e c t l y r i g h t 
i n a world that contains imperfections, but he was corny 
p e l l e d to grant r e l a t i v e r i g h t n e s s or moral worth to such 
as tended toward the f i n a l attainment of complete p e r f e c t -
i o n . Some such p r o v i s i o n a l sense of beauty at l e a s t must 
be employed to b r i n g the e s t h e t i c judgment of savages, per-
haps of a l l people, i n t o the catagory. 
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The sense of beauty i s both a c t i v e and passive, 
both a p p r e c i a t i v e and c r e a t i v e * Passive, i t approves, a c t -
ive i t creates an object of approval and becomes the a r t 
i n s t i n c t . I t i s impossible to deny that the savage appre-
c i a t e s when we must grant that he cr e a t e s . An arrow head 
cannot be any sharper or f l y any f a s t e r f o r having a carved 
pdcture of a f i s h or a tree on the sid e , whenever any use£ 
f u l object presents any feature could not p o s s i b l y have 
co n t r i b u t e d to i t s usefulness, i t i s safe to conclude that 
i t s purpose i s ornament and i t s object the b e a u t i f u l . 
E s t h e t i c a p p r e c i a t i o n i s a t t r i b u t e d to savage 
races by most w r i t e r s that have discussed them. "The t r u t h 
of the e s t h e t i c code or standard i n any country, community 
or c l a s s v a r i e s w i t h the standard of edu c a t i o n " . ( l ) 
"Man rose out of the savage or brute state by ornaments of 
h i s person. Man has been defined as a r a t i o n a l or r e l i g * 
ious animal. He might as w e l l be defined as an e s t h e t i c 
animal". ( 2 ) "The savage when he tatoos or p a i n t s himself 
or puts a fish-bone i n h i s nose i s obeying a confused senst 
of the b e a u t i f u l . He i s seeking f o r something beyond what 
e x i s t s , he i s t r y i n g to pe r f e c t h i s type, guided by a dim 
not i o n of a r t . " ( 3 ) 
1. Holmes-Forbes, Science of Beauty, p.39. 
2. Ribot, Psychology of the Emotions, p. 343. 
3. Gantier, Quoted by Ribot i n a note Psychology of 
the Emotions.p.343. 
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S i r John Lubbock(l) speaks of the h a b i t s of savages, of 
m i n t i n g t h e i r s k i n b r i g h t c o l o r s , and wearing necklaces, 
e a r r i n g s , b r a c e l e t s made' out of bones, t e e t h , s h e l l or hair. 
But i t i s a long step from the bone ornaments of 
a savage to the work of a Raphael and i t has been the hard 
task of students of e s t h e t i c s to f i n d a d e f i n i t i o n which 
would i n c l u d e a l l these. Here are some of the attempts: 
"Those pleasures are e s t h e t i c which are permanently p l e a s -
urable i n memory. The e s t h e t i c f i e l d v a r i e s from race to 
race, and i n the same perjson from year to year."(2) 
"Beauty i s pleasure regarded as the q u a l i t y of an ob* 
j e c t " . ( $ ) "The o b j e c t i v e element of beauty i s suggestive-
ness. A b e a u t i f u l q u a l i t y i s one which -suggests, not 
communicates, a pleasant sensation, and when there i s no 
such suggestion there i s no beauty".(J4) "When anything i s 
merely contemplated and the w i l l at the time says 'Let i t 
be 1 that we c a l l b e a u t i f u l . When t h j s judgment becomes ac-
t i v e i t i s the a r t i n s t i n c t y ( 5 ) Professor Hirjtt says(6) 
1. Lubbock,Origin of C i v i l i z a t i o n . Chap.II,p26. 
2. Marshal, P a i n , Pleasure and E s t h e t i c , p. 105. 
3. Santayana, Sense of Beauty, p. 49. 
4. Holmes - Forbes, Science of Beauty. Chap. I l l p42. 
5 Pro f e s s o r Templin.,.. 
6.Hirm, The O r i g i n of A r t . Chap. I p7. 
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that most a u t h o r i t i e s agree on the negative c r i t e r i o n of 
A r t . I t must e x i s t f o r i t s own sake and anything which can 
be proved to have another |*d a; u t i l i t a r i a n object i s not 
true a r t . This, however, as he p o i n t s out, i s hard to ap-
p l y to savage a r t on the p r i n c i p l e of e v o l u t i o n f o r i f only 
that s u r v i v e s which i s of some s e r v i c e i n the struggl e f o r 
ex i s t e n c e , how then can that have become developed which, 
by i t s very nature, cannot have had a p r a c t i c a l purpose? 
I t would then r e q u i r e a m i r a c l e to e x p l a i n i t s e x i s t e n c e . 
A l l a r t may have been p a r t l y p r a c t i c a l but came to be ap-
p r e c i a t e d f o r i t s own sake and apart from p r a c t i c a l motives. 
Just as r e l i g i o n i s i n f l u e n c e d by men's p r a c t i c a l needs but 
i s not to be confused w i t h them, so the p u r e l y e s t h e t i c e l -
ement i n a r t i s e x c l u s i v e of any p r a c t i c a l end, though the 
p r a c t i c a l may have been developed w i t h i t . 
The term e s t h e t i c w i l l , then, be a p p l i e d to any-
t h i n g which man f i n d s approvable, p a s s i v e l y or a c t i v e l y , 
f o r i t s own sake and as c o n t r i b u t i n g to no other o b j e c t . 
I I . 
C a r l y l e has s a i d : "Paganism sprang out of many 
roo t s but Hero-Worship i s the deepest root of a l l . " ( l ) 
Every mythologist who has ever advanced a theory f o r the 
o r i g i n of myths would probably be w i l l i n g to adopt t h i s as 
1. Hero and, Hero Worship. 
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a statement of h i s own p o s i t i o n i f he could change one word 
i n i t to s u i t h i m s e l f . No matter how em p h a t i c a l l y he may 
have i n s i s t e d upon some p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i n c t or occasion as 
the o r i g i n of myths, he has g e n e r a l l y recognized the p o s s i -
b i l i t y of other f a c t o r s , and w i l l grant the "many r o o t s " i f 
on l y he may be allowed to name "the deepest root of a l l . " 
I am going t o proceed upon the s u p p o s i t i o n t h a t , so f a r as 
concerns the f i r s t part of h i s statement, C a r l y l e was righfc 
and that mythology cannot be accounted f o r by reference to 
any one human impulse or h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n . I t becomes 
worth our w h i l e then to consider some of the "roo t s " that 
v a r i o u s s c h o l a r s have suggested. 
The study has been approached i n so many ways and 
the hypotheses proposed are so w i d e l y v a r i e d that any one 
who would t r y to weave them together f i n d s many s c a t t e r e d 
threads to be gathered up and arranged. I t might be taken 
up from the po i n t of view of the i n s t i n c t s i n man out of 
which i t grew, the occasion i n e x t e r n a l circumstances from 
which i t took i t s b eginning, or the methods by which i t has 
been s t u d i e d . 
The l a s t of these i s , perhaps, the l e a s t impor-
t a n t of a l l and yet lias c a l l e d f o r t h the most controversy 
and, taken w i t h the second, has caused c e r t a i n d i s c u s s i o n s 
of the subject t o take on the appearance of p e r s o n a l a t t a c k 
and defense, r a t h e r than s c i e n t i f i c argument. 
P r o f e s s o r Max M u l l e r puts a l l m y t h o l o g i s t s i n t o three 
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c l a s s e s : the Etymologic&l school, which "bases a l l knowledge 
of myths on knowledge of the language i n which they are ex-
pressed; the a n a l o g i c a l school, which contents i t s e l f w i t h 
t r a c i n g resemblances "between myths, however widely apart IH-
space or time or n a t i o n a l i t y ; and l a s t the Etho-psycholog-
i c a l s c hool, which bases i t s views on stud i e s i n ethnology 
and comparison of races, paying considerable a t t e n t i o n to 
savage myths as the source from which those more h i g h l y de-
veloped have come. The method of study pursued n a t u r a l l y 
shows i t s i n f l u e n c e i n the t h e o r i e s evolved, and i t i s only 
through these that the question of method can have any 
bearing on the present subject. 
Attempts have been made to s t a t e mythology i n 
terms of one human i n s t i n c t , as i n santayana's t e r s e 
phrase: "Pear created the Gods."(l) This d e s i r e to s i m p l i -
f y , which pervades a l l science and i s i t s e l f an e s t h e t i c 
demand, has l e d many w r i t e r s to exaggerate i n the d i r e c t i o n 
of s i m p l i c i t y and hence to d i s r e g a r d important f a c t o r s . 
There are few p a r t s of man's l i f e that are not touched by 
h i s r e l i g i o n or poetry and that do not i n t u r n , r e f l e c t 
t h e i r i n f l u e n c e . I f we could count a l l these i n f l u e n c e s 
a^d then remember that mythology, being more i n c l u s i v e , may 
be the r e s u l t a n t of s t i l l more, the task of f i n d i n g these 
seems hopeless enough . Without t r y i n g to enumerate them 
1 # S a n t a y a n a , L i f e of Reason. V o l . I I I . 
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a l l , however, i t may be p o s s i b l e t o f i n d the most import-
ant . 
There have been pointed out at l e a s t four strong 
i n s t i n c t s i n man prompting him to the mental a c t i v i t y which 
ends i n myths. They are awe or the r e l i g i o u s i n s t i n c t , 
^anthropomorphic modes of thought, and the a r t i n s t i n c t . 
These have, f o r the most p a r t , been i n c i d e n t a l l y mentioned 
or taken f o r granted by m y t h o l o g i s t s . Most of the co n t r o r 
v e r s y has a r i s e n about methods of study, as mentioned above, 
or about the occasion i n the outside world which c a l l s 
f o r t h the myth-makdng a c t i v i t y . Among these may be men-
ti o n e d h i s t o r i c a l f a c t , n a t u r a l phenomena, departed ances-
tors,and l i n g u i s t i c problems. I s h a l l take up these eight 
suggestions i n the order here f o l l o w e d , except that the a r t 
i n s t i n c t w i l l come l a s t , and t r y , i f p o s s i b l e to show an 
e s t h e t i c motive behind each. 
I t i s a n o t i c e a b l e f a c t that n e a r l y a l l systems 
of myths concern themselves w i t h the current conception of 
d e i t y . This cannot, of course, be made a d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
f e a t u r e of mythology, unless some wider term be employed-
which w i l l i n c l u d e legends and f o l k - l o r e and v a r i o u s other 
examples of godless myths. The f a c t that the gods are so 
important i n these s t o r i e s , however, i s s i g n i f i c a n t . Man 
i s t r y i n g to frame i n some i n t e l l i g i b l e or perhaps s e n s i b l e 
way h i s idea of the unseen f o r c e that he f e e l s impelled to 
worship. I t can h a r d l y be doubted, I t h i n k , that the 
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r e l i g i o u s i n s t i n c t i s one of the fundamental f a c t o r s i n 
mythology. I t would "be h a r d l y convincing to take the r e -
l i g i o u s i n s t i n c t f o r granted without d e f i n i n g i t , and yet 
there i s h a r d l y space to do any t h i n g e l s e here. 
Menzies says: " R e l i g i o n i s the worship of higher powr 
e r s " , ( l ) from a sense of needi' Max MuHer says i t was"due 
to e s t h e t i c impressions from without answering to an es-
t h e t i c and i n t e l l e c t u a l inner need."(2) "In a sense, then, 
r e l i g i o n arose from i l l u s i o n s , "but the p o e t i c f a c u l t y which 
prompts us to f i n d outside us what we f e e l w i t h i n us and to 
a s s e r t i t s r e a l i t y , l e d man r i g h t and not wrong./*(3) 
Santayana f i n d s man's f i r s t r e c o g n i t i o n of e x t e r n a l powers 
a r i s i n g from the o p p o s i t i o n which h i s own w i l l meets and 
which i s therefore a t t r i b u t e d to another w i l l , to 
be feared and p l a c a t e d . "The f e e l i n g w i t h which p r i m i t i v e 
man walks the earth must be f o r the most part apprenensioh, 
dependence, on e x t e r n a l powers, not because they threaten 
but because they forsake".(4) 
I f we accept as one d i s t i n g u i s h i n g feature of.the 
e s t h e t i c i t s immediacy and d i s i n t e r e s t e d n e s s , i t i s c e r -
t a i n l y a p p l i c a b l e to r e l i g i o n i n i t s aspects of awe and r e -
verence. I t i s only when man f i n d s something outside him-
1. Menzies, H i s t o r y of p e l i g i o n . p 7"and.11. 
2. M u l l e r , quoted by Menzies. p. 42. 
3. Menzies, H i s t o r y of R e l i g i o n . p . 63. 
4. santayana. L i f e of Reason.. V o l . I l l p.28. 
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s e l f which seems more powerful or p e r f e c t than himself, 
something which to h i s e s t h e t i c judgment, whether rude or 
c u l t i v a t e d , seems worthy of adoration, that he can "be s a i d 
to worship. These vague reachings out a f t e r the hidden r e -
a l i t y , "These longings, yearnings, s t r i v i n g s f o r the good 
they comprehend not", what are a l l these hut the s t i r r i n g s 
of e s t h e t i c emotion;seeking the highest of a l l objects? 
I t i s true that man's sense of dependence a l s o 
i n f l u e n c e s h i s worship, and that h i s r i t e s and ceremonies 
ofte n have a very p r a c t i c a l object and even resemble bar-
t e r . We do not have to go to savage nations to f i n d the 
vow: " I f God w i l l be w i t h me, and w i l l keep me i n t h i s way 
that I go, and w i l l give me bread to eat and raiment to put 
on then s h a l l the Lord be my God • and of a l l that 
thou s h a l t give me, I w i l l s u r e l y give the t e n t h unto theetf 
Neither, perhaps, i s any r e l i g i o n worthy of the name, en-
t i r e l y d e s t i t u t e of the s p i r i t w h i c h could say: "Though he 
s l a y me, yet w i l l I t r u s t him." Yet when we have s a i d t n i s 
what have we admitted except that the economic element i n 
r e l i g i o n i s not the e s t h e t i c ? that the loaves and f i s h e s 
are not the heavenly v i s i o n ? I t i s easy to see which i s 
the more important by imagining each to e x i s t alone. 
The part of r e l i g i o n which b r i n g s o f f e r i n g s i n order to r e -
ceive again may degenerate i n t o magic and become unrecog-
n i z a b l e as r e l i g i o n at a l l j but that wfiich appreciates and 
worships a higher r e a l i t y f o r i t s own sake must always 
17 
c o n s t i t u t e the essence of r e l i g i o n . 
In so f a r , then, as mythology r e s t s on the r e l i g * 
ious i n s t i n c t and sup p l i e s i t s o b j e c t , i t may be s a i d , part-
l y at l e a s t , to spring from and s a t i s f y an e s t h e t i c need. 
But mythology t r i e s to answer not only what? but 
but why? and how? The conception of the u n i f o r m i t y of 
cau s a t i o n may be comparatively modern, but the idea of 
ca u s a t i o n i t s e l f i s as o l d as man. I f i n any respect we 
we can read the h i s t o r y of p r i m i t i v e man i n the h i s t o r y of 
the c h i l d , i t i s here. They both want to know why, not i n 
an a b s t r a c t way but i n human terms. Who d i d i t ? how? when? 
what f o r ? And no sooner has e i t h e r been g i v e n or invented 
f o r h i m s e l f an answer, than he must needs ask again. 
Every answer suggests a new question. I f the e a r t h r e s t s 
on the back of a t u r t l e , what does the t u r t l e r e s t on? and 
so the imagination goes on from one question to another and 
must leav« i t s l a s t question e i t h e r unanswered or unasked. 
This d e s i r e to know i s e s s e n t i a l l y the same i n 
the myth-maker and i n the s c i e n t i s t and, i n so f a r as i t i s 
d i s i n t e r e s t e d and i s an end i n i t s e l f , may be s a i d to be 
e s t h e t i c . "The d e s i r e f o r knowledge becomes as imperious 
as the t h i r s t f o r power or g o l d . I t i s only when t h i s de-
s i r e i s supreme and u n a l l o y e d , that science y i e l d s i t s most 
abundant f r u i t s . " ( 1 ) P r o f e s s o r B l a c k i e gives the elements 
1. P o r t e r , Science and Sentiment. 
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of beauty. "The simplest element of beauty i s order." 
This e x i s t s by a c t i o n of the l i v i n g p r i n c i p l e of u n i t y . 
Among other elements he names a c t u a l i t y , t o t a l i t y , s i m p l i c -
i t y . (1) The primary object of a l l science i s u n i t y and 
and o r d e r — t h e comprehension of a l l the confusing v a r i e t y 
of phenomena under some few formulas, and e v e n t u a l l y these 
under one. What a vast step science took when i t discovr. 
ered that the same f o r c e h e l d the moon i n place and made 
the apple f a l l ; o r that l i g h t , heat, and e l e c t r i c i t y are a l l 
forms of energy. .Whenever the mind, however-primitive, i s 
able to take two s i m i l a r phenomena and speak of them as 
one, i t has taken a step i n s c i e n c e . Each science arranges 
i n order the f a c t s w i t h which i t deals and philosophy f i n d s 
a u n i t y i n a l l these l e s s e r u n i t i e s . 
But the u n i t y and harmony and order f o r which 
science s t r i v e s are a l l elements of beauty. Any theory 
which i n v o l v e s i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y i s i t s e l f b e a u t i f u l . " ( 2 ) 
"There are cases i n which a man of science devotes h i s 
whole energy to a b s t r a c t i o n s but i t i s always an open ques-
t i o n whether the a t t r a c t i v e n e s s of such research i s not 
more e s t h e t i c than s c i e n t i f i c " . ( 3 ) "The a r t i s t ' s 
1. P r o f . B l a c k i e . On Beauty, p.2. 
2. P r o f e s s o r Templin. 
3. Hirm, The O r i g i n of A r t . Ch. I I , p. 20. 
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development depends on the same q u a l i t i e s l a r g e l y as the 
s c i e n t i s t ^ . "(1) In connection w i t h the a l l e g e d incompat-
i b i l i t y of science and a r t , M a r s h a l l observes that "conr 
stant concentration of thought i n one s p e c i a l d i r e c t i o n may 
lead to curtailment of capacity f o r pleasure g e t t i n g i n 
others, but t h i s implies a s h i f t i n g of e s t h e t i c f i e l d and 
n o t H s loss,"(2-) "Not only i s i t an e s t h e t i c demand which 
prompts the question but as sentiment furnishes the moving 
force of science, so i t shapes i t s ends."(2) "We have a 
t h i r d kind of poetry i n what has been the natural, r e l i g i o n 
of detatched philosophers of a l l ages. In them the imagi-
n a t i o n touches the precepts of morals and i d e a l s of reason, 
a t t r i b u t i n g to them a l a r g e r scope and a more perfect f u l -
f ilment than experience can show. Philosophers ever tend 
to clothe the harmonies of t h e i r personal thought w i t h u n i -
v e r s a l v a l i d i t y . w ( 3 ) "The best philosophers seldom per-
ceive the poetic merits of t h e i r systems."^) "Science and 
common sense are themselves i n t h e i r way poets of no mean 
order, since they take the m a t e r i a l of experience a,nd make 
1.'Marshall,, Pain,. Pleasure" arid Esthetics.,, p. 13. 
2* P o r t e r , Science and Sentiment, p. 23. 
Santayana, Poetry and R e l i g i o n . I I , p. 25. 
4. santayana, Poetry and R e l i g i o n . IV., p. 107.. 
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out of i t a c l e a r , symmetrical .and b e a u t i f u l world."Cl) 
"A s c i e n t i f i c and mathematical v i s i o n has a higher beauty 
than the i r r a t i o n a l poetry of sensation and impulse."(2) 
"Even knowledge of t r u t h i s an e s t h e t i c d e l i g h t f o r when 
t r u t h has no f u r t h e r p r a c t i c a l u t i l i t y i t becomes a landc 
scape. The d e l i g h t of i t i s imaginative and i t s value est 
t h e t i c . " ( 3 ) These quotations only show that there are 
others beside P l a t o who have recognized the u n i t y of the 
b e a u t i f u l and the good and who could express themselves es-
s e n t i a l l y i n the words of Keats: ."Beauty ds t r u t h , t r u t h 
beauty." 
The tendency of man to t h i n k i n anthropomorphic 
terms shows i t s e l f i n h i s r e l i g i o u s and s c i e n t i f i c s o l u -
t i o n s of l i f e ' s problems y but i s not the same as e i t h e r . 
I t i s conceivable that the f i r s t t h i n k e r s should have wor-
shipped f o r c e s as such without endowing them w i t h person-
a l i t y , or a r r i v e d immediately at some such a b s t r a c t and 
impersonal t h e o r i e s as modern science has given us, without 
passing through the anthropomorphic stage. I n f a c t , to the 
modern i t i s hard to enter i n t o a s t a t e of mind that could 
conceive of the sun t i e d by a g i a n t , the clouds as cows, 
and the storm as a f i e r y dragon. Many t h e o r i e s have been 
1. Santayana, Poetry and -Religion. V I . p 270. 
It' 
2. " " " * V I . p 270. 
3. * Sense of Beauty. 
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o f f e r e d to account f o r t h i s tendency. Some have been con-
t e n t to say that man n a t u r a l l y reads outer phenomena i n 
terms of h i s own consciousness and a t t r i b u t e s h i s own l i f e 
to the l i f e l e s s . I t i s true that we f i n d i n c h i l d r e n a ten-
dency toward such t h i n k i n g , as when they suppose the moon 
to t a l k and p l a n t s to s u f f e r dold; but i t i s very hard to 
t e l l i n any p a r t i c u l a r case how much of t h i s i s due to the 
c h i l d * s o r i g i n a l i t y and how much to suggestion from a d u l t s . 
The i n f a n t mind, though perhaps analogous to that of the 
savage, i s about as much of a mystery, and we are l e f t to 
conjecture the a c t u a l s t a t e of both. S e v e r a l w r i t e r s ..such 
as C a i r d ( l ) and Morgan,(2)3 have p o i n t e d out that i t i s pro-
b a b l y not a process of p r o j e c t r o n of the inner p e r s o n a l i t y 
outward, as a complete confusion of ideas i n which the an-
imate and inanimate are not d i s t i n g u i s h e d and are the r e f o r e 
spoken of i n the same terms. "Man looks outward f i r s t . He 
has a confused view of h i m s e l f and everything e l s e . To the 
savage a l l conceptions are f l u i d and pass i n t o each other 
without warning."(3) Morgan t h i n k s that a l t e r and ego are 
at f i r s t confused and l a t e r d i f f e r e n t i a t e d by mutual reac-
t i ons• 
1. C a i r d , E v o l u t i o n of R e l i g i o n . p. 202. 
2. Loyd Morgan, Animal Behavior. chap. V I . 
3. C a i r d , E v o l u t i o n of R e l i g i o n , p. 202. 
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M u l l e r gives a very i n t e r e s t i n g e x p l a n a t i o n of 
anthropomorphism, based, l i k e most of h i s t h e o r i e s , on 
language. I t i s a l i t t l e b i t hard to decide e x a c t l y what 
h i s o p i n i o n i s on account of some c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . For i n -
stance: " I t i s absurd to suppose that human beings could 
ever have f a i l e d to d i s t i n g u i s h animate and inanimate, when 
animals h a r d l y ever £3 wrong here, or that man should a s -
c r i b e l i f e and a s o u l to moon, sun, t r e e s . This i s an i n -
s u l t to the human mind."(l) Almost d i r e c t l y f o l l o w i n g : 
"Our b e l i e f i n God has it,s r o o t s i n an an c i e n t , u n i v e r s a l 
stratum of thought which p o s t u l a t e d an agent i n sky, sun, 
f i r e . " ( l ) " I f we could b e l i e v e again that there was i n the 
sun a being l i k e our own, that i n the dawn there was a so u l 
open to human sympathy, i f we could b r i n g ourselves t o look 
f o r a moment upon these powers as perso n a l and adorar 
b l e ."(2) I t i s not c l e a r -what could be the d i f f e r e n c e 
between l i f e and a s o u l on the one hand, and an agent, a 
being l i k e our own, a s o u l open to sympathy, on the other. 
Again, "In ancient language every'noun had an 
ending i n d i c a t i n g gender. As a r e s u l t , as long as man 
1. M u l l e r , A n t h r o p o l o g i c a l . R e l i g i o n . I I I . 
2. " Chips from a German Workshop. Comparative 
Mythology. 
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spoke and thought i n language i t was impossible to speak of 
morning, evening, sp r i n g , without g i v i n g them an i n d i v i d u a l 
a c t i v e , sexual and personal c h a r a c t e r . " ( l ) One i s prompt-
ed to ask how each word came to have t h i s ending expressive 
of gender and whether i t could have preceded p e r s o n i f i c a -
t i o n . But the answer i s ready to our hand. w I t has gener-
a l l y been supposed," he says elsewhere,"that grammatical 
gender was the cause of p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n . I t i s not the 
cause but the r e s u l t . " ( 2 ) 
His theory of anthropomorphism,(3) however, goes 
deeper. Every root o r i g i n a l l y expressed a c t i o n . P r i m i t i v e 
man, he t h i n k s , 'was wont to accompany h i s a c t i o n s w i t h spo-
ken s y l l a b l e s and these came to express the a c t i o n . 
Substantives were formed by the a d d i t i o n of some s y l l a b l e 
denoting agency and thus a l l things were spoken of i n terms 
of a c t i o n . The l i g h t e n i n g became a h i s s e r , the storm a 
s t r i k e r , and the r i v e r a runner. Language and thought are 
one. Man cannot form concepts independent of the words 
that express them; and as long as he i s obli g e d to speak of 
the r i v e r as a runner or the sun as a shiner, he must t h i n k 
1. M u l l e r , Chips from a German Workshop. Comparative 
Mythology. 
2. M u l l e r , O r i g i n and Growth of R e l i g i o n , p. 182. 
3. M u l l e r , A n t h r o p o l i g i c a l R e l i g i o n . Lec. I I I . 
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of i t as a conscious agent. This does not e x a c t l y c o n t r a -
d i c t the theory of confusion of ideas, hut goes f a r t h e r to 
f i n d i t s cause. 
But whatever the cause of anthropomorphism, i t i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y a p o e t i c mode of thought. L i t e r a t u r e s begin 
w i t h poetry and develop prose l a t e r , and language and 
thought pass through the p o e t i c stage and a r r i v e at the 
l e s s p o e t i c r a c t i o n s . The f i g u r e p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n has 
come to be used almost e x c l u s i v e l y i n poetry and adds an 
element of beauty. Indeed i t i s d o u b t f u l whether poetry, 
as we know i t , could ever have e x i s t e d without being pre-
ceded by t h i s unconscious metaphor of the p r i m i t i v e mind. 
H I t i s conceivable," says Santayana, "that some race 
should never have been tempted to use psychicand passionate 
c a t a g o r i e s i n reading nature . Such a race could h a r d l y 
have had l y r i c , or dramatic genius."(1) A s c i e n t i f i c the-
ory or an a b s t r a c t formula may have and, I b e l i e v e , does 
have a r e a l l y e s t h e t i c value f o r the one whose mind i s able 
to appreciate i t ; but f o r the vast m a j o r i t y of mankind tne 
e s t h e t i c must l i e i n the concrete, the a c t u a l , the persone-
a l ; and a mythology, i f one can so speak, which described 
l i f e l e s s f orces r a t h e r than conscious beings, would l a c k 
most of the elements which, i n e x i s t i n g mythologies, are 
considered b e a u t i f u l . 
1.Santayana, Live of Reason. V o l . I I I . 
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As soon as the populari f a i l t h i n the gods of 
mythology wayned, or even "before, when the few p h i l o s o p h -
e r s "began to look f o r l e s s p e r s o n a l and more i n v a r i a b l e 
causes f o r t h i n g s , the myths themselves began to be the 
subject of s p e c u l a t i o n . I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that 
P l a t o advanced p r a c t i c a l l y the same l i n g u i s t i c theory which 
M u l l e r has been d o i n g . b a t t l e f o r i n our own t i m e . ( l ) 
Some of the suggestions that have been made are 
so f a n c i f u l as t o have f o r us now somewhat the same k i n d of 
i n t e r e s t as the myths themselves. Such i s the idea(2) that 
a l l mythology i s a degenerate and much changed form of the 
B i b l e n a r r a t i v e , an idea e v i d e n t l y worked out i n the i n t e r -
e s t s o f the Garden of Eden. 
Others have supposed that a l l the c h a r a c t e r s of 
mythology once a c t u a l l y l i v e d , but the d e t a i l s of t h e i r 
l i v e s , as p o p u l a r l y r e l a t e d , have become somewhat d i s t o r t e d 
from frequent r e p e t i t i o n . T h i s idea goes back to Euheneroe, 
a Greek; (3) e,ngLt a s x understand i t , cannot be f a r d i f f e r -
ent from what C a r l y l e meant when he s a i d : "This mythology 
1. P l a t o . 
2. M u l l e r , C o n t r i b u t i o n s to Science of Mythology V o l * I 
3 . « « n n w ti V o l . I p 7^ 
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came from the thought of Norse men, of the f i r s t Norse man 
that thought and expressed what the many dimly f e l t and 
longed to express. This f i r s t t h i n k e r was O d i n . M ( l ) 
" S u r e l y there must have "been an Odin i n f l e s h and blood."(2j 
Here he gives us some d e t a i l s of h i s l i f e , s t a t i n g that he 
came from A s i a w i t h h i s Asas ( A s i a t i c s ) perhaps B C 70,and 
t h a t he introduced runes. I t would h a r d l y be f a i r t o 
C a r l y l e not to quote what precedes: "The primary charac* 
t e r i s t i c s of t h i s o l d Northland mythology I f i n d t o be im-
p e r s o n a t i o n of the v i s i b l e workings of nature."(3) I t i s 
hard to see how these two thoughts can be harmonized w i t h -
out a l i t t l e more e x p l a n a t i o n than he g i v e s . I t must be r e -
membered that C a r l y l e was not a my t h o l o g i s t and that h i s 
hero theory i n mythology i s only a pa r t of h i s p h i l o s o p h y 
of h i s t o r y , which d e r i v e d a l l c i v i l i z a t i o n , not from the 
many s m a l l but from the few g r e a t . I t might be easy to d i s -
regard him e n t i r e l y i f i t were not f o r the f a c t t h a t h i s 
theory had been advanced before and that i t r e a l l y r e p r e r 
sents an important t r u t h . 






" I f there were no books", he says, "any great 
man would grow mythic i n t h i r t y of f o r t y years a f t e r h i s 
death, when h i s contemporaries were all.'-dead".(1) This may 
be an exaggeration but that there i s t r u t h i n ; i t - , innumer-
able casas a t t e s t . One of the hardest t a s k s of the modern 
s c i e n t i f i c h i s t o r i a n , and the one, perhaps which d i s t i n -
guishes him from c h r o n i c l e r s of past ages, i s the s i f t i n g 
of f a c t from f i c t i o n . Charlemagne, i n h i s legendary as-
p e c t s , has been pronounced a s o l a r hero. F r e d e r i c k Bar-
barossa awaits reawakening i n the h i l l s of Germany. 
Arthur has so l o s t h i m s e l f i n myth that even the h i s t o r i c a l 
nucleus has been d i s p u t e d . But i t i s not only the lapse of 
time and the ignorance of the middle ages that produce 
f i c t i c i o u s h i s t o r y . Even so young a country as our own 
o f f e r s numerous examples.Pocahontas was the most p i c t u r r * 
esque f i g u r e i n American h i s t o r y u n t i l the r u t h l e s s hand 
of c r i t i c i s m ( 2 ) robbed her of her c h i e f g l o r y the sav-
ing of Captain John Smith's l i f e . The s t o r y of how 
Marcus Whitman(3) saved Oregon to America, which i s l e s s 
known but quit e as s t i r r i n g , has been disproved w i t h i n the 
1. C a r l y l e , Heroes and Hero-Worship. 
2. Henry Adams,Hist. Essays. Capt. John Smith. 
3. E* \G. Bourne, Essays i n H i s t o r i c a l C r i t i c i s m . 
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l a s t decade* Every s c h o o l hoy i n America jinows that 
George Washington once dhopped down a c h e r r y t r e e w i t h h i s 
l i t t l e hatchet ,whi l e every mature reader knows or may know 
that he d i d not. 
The sword(l) presented to Washington by 
F r e d e r i c k of Germany i s a case i n p o i n t . This sword bore 
the i n s c r i p t i o n "From the ol d e s t g e n e r a l i n the world to 
the g r e a t e s t . " and was given as a mark of p e r s o n a l admira-
t i o n . Many of Washington's descendants heard and b e l i e v e d 
the s t o r y and i t i s s t a t e d that John Brown endangered him-
s e l f at Harper's F e r r y and caused h i s own capture by w a i t -
ing to send f o r t h i s sword, as he expected to achieve suc-
cess w i t h a weapon tha t had been wielded by two conquerors. 
This s t o r y may i t s e l f be an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the myths of 
h i s t o r y , but i t s t r u t h or f a l s i t y would about e q u a l l y a t -
t e s t the s t r e n g t h of the sword t r a d i t i o n . The s t o r y of 
"Frederick's present seems never to have been doubted t i l l 
s i n c e the John Brown i n c i d e n t . When an.examination of the 
swords of Washington f a i l e d to show the a l l e g e d i n s c r i p t i o n , 
the t r a d i t i o n took a s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t form and the words 
that had before been i n s c r i b e d were now a v e r b a l message. 
There i s no sword of Washingtons, however, which seems 
worthy t o have been a g i f t from an emperor, and no 
W. D. Conway, Cent. Vol.19,p 943 WashJhgton and, 
F r e d e r i c k the Great. 
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expression i n Frederick's w r i t i n g s or those of h i s b i o g r a -
phers i n d i c a t e s that he admired Washington or was i n t e r r . 
ested i n him. 
How then d i d such a story o r i g i n a t e ? I t s e a r l i c 
est known form (appearing i n the New J e r s e y J o u r n a l , 
Aug, 9, 1780) makes the g i f t a p o r t r a i t i n stead of a sword 
but the accompanying words are the same, Washington i s 
i 
known to have received a sword from a p r i v a t e i n d i v i d u a l i n 
Germany^and from a woman i n America a pipe on which was the 
name, Charles F r e d e r i c k . The meaning of t h i s i s unknown. 
I t i s p o s s i b l e that i n some way the s t o r y may.rest on t h i s 
slender ground i n f a c t . But suppose i t could be proved 
that i t does, what more do we know than we d i d before? 
The question s t i l l remains; Why should a f a c t , whether an 
i n c i d e n t s m a l l or' great, or a human l i f e , gather around 
i t s e l f a s s o c i a t i o n s which i t d i d not o r i g i n a l l y have? Why 
indeed unless they are p l e a s i n g to those who repeat them 
and those who hear? 
Washington's sword i s a good example of the 
c r e a t i v e , or, i f you please, decorative a r t of the popular 
mind. I t i s a b e a u t i f u l idea — t h i s passing of the sword 
of conquest and v i c t o r y from the o l d world to the new. 
I t i s p e c u l i a r l y f i t t i n g that an old w a r r i o r about to d i s -
appear from the b a t t l e f i e l d s of the Old World should pass 
on h i s sword tor&h© young-leader of the"New. 
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I t 3s easy to see- why t h i s act should appeal e s p e c i a l l y to 
Americans. I t was a stroke of true a r t which s u b s t i t u t e d 
the sword s f o r the p o r t r a i t . But the i n s c r i p t i o n , which i s 
the same i n both, i s a l i t t l e gem of i t s k i n d "From the 
o l d e s t general i n the world to the g r e a t e s t . " One f e e l s 
i r r e s i s t i b l y that i f F r e d e r i c k d i d not say i t he ought t o , 
and i t i s so much the worse f o r F r e d e r i c k . 
This, I take i t , i s what C a r l y l e meant by Her 6-
Worship. Indeed h i s term i s not broad enough to include 
a l l t h i s i d e a l i z i n g of the r e a l . Man has always tended to 
p a i n t the D e v i l blacker i n p r o p o r t i o n as he added whiteness 
to the robes of the s a i n t s . This could h a r d l y be c a l l e d 
Hero-Worship but i t i s the reverse side of the same process. 
T r u l y i n popular t r a d i t i o n , "To him that hath s h a l l be 
g i v e n , and from him that hath not s h a l l be taken away even 
that which he hath." This i n s t i n c t of the human mind to 
e m b e l l i s h everything that i t touches shows i t s e l f i n small 
t h i n g s as w e l l as i n great. Every one that repeats a 
s t o r y f e e l s the impulse to make i t a l i t t l e more dramatic, 
or v i v i d , or s t r i k i n g . We may be a r c h i t e c t s of our own 
c h a r a c t e r s , but every man that has ever a t t r a c t e d p u b l i c 
a t t e n t i o n has had considerable help on h i s r e p u t a t i o n . 
H i s t o r y and d a i l y l i f e , then, a t t e s t that a r e a l 
occurrence or a r e a l character, adorned by the popular im-
a g i n a t i o n , can create a Charlemagne or a Richard as we know 
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them. Could i t or d i d i t produce J u p i t e r and Thor and L i t t 
t i e Red Riding Hood? A u t h o r i t i e s say no. H i s t o r i c a l f a c t 
could not he the only nor even the most important h a s i s of 
mythology, hut that i t has played i t s part could hardly he 
disproved by those who doubt i t . That i t alone produced 
the creek or Norse or any other gods could never be anyr 
t h i n g but a conjecture, and one against which there i s 
overwhelming evidence; but that i t might have helped 
even there, seems h i g h l y probable from what we know of 
modern legends. Muller t e l l s us that the Vedic siege of 
Troy took place i n the clouds, but Schlieman found Troy and 
explored i t s s t r e e t s and houses. They may both be righ$;, 
A st o r y brought by the Greeks from the common home of the 
Aryan race may have become confused i n the popular mind 
w i t h an a c t u a l war and the confusion may account f o r the 
geography of the I l l i a d . 
whatever may once have been the b e l i e f i n the 
h i s t o r i c a l o r i g i n of mythology, i t i s not now held to any 
great extent. However much w r i t e r s may argue about totem-
ism, f e t i s h i s m , and the dacay of language, on one point 
they are p r a c t i c a l l y agreed, and that i s the vast impor-
tance of n a t u r a l phenomena as a s t a r t i n g point of myths. 
Even those who propose some other object as the o r i g i n a l 
cause, have to acknowledge that i n some way these s t o r i e s 
have attached themselves to the most s t r i k i n g f orces of 
nature. One great s e r v i c e that the Etmological school has 
done, 3s to make i t c l e a r - b y i d e n t i t y of names that the sky, 
the dawn, sun, moon and other n a t u r a l objects were origin.: -
a l l y spoken of by the same names that now represent d e i -
t i e s . Man*s f e e l i n g of awe and reverence was most often 
e x c i t e d by the vast phenomena around him, whether b e n e f i -
c i e n t of t e r r i b l e ; and h i s c u r i o s i t y most often busied ilr • 
s e l f i n s o l v i n g the problems of the wonders i n which he 
l i v e d . I t i s p o s s i b l e that t h i s t r u t h may have been exagg-
erated, e s p e c i a l l y i n the case of some of the l a r g e r pher 
nomena such as the sun and the storm c l o u d . Some have been 
accused of reducing every body to s o l a r heroes, /Making a l l 
due allowance, however, f o r the o v e r - c r e d u l i t y of sc h o l a r s 
when t h e i r f a v o r i t e t h e o r i e s are to be supported, the f a c t 
remains that the forces of nature have formed the nucleus 
and foundation f o r the m a j o r i t y of myths. 
I t i s impossible to t h i n k of nature without 
t h i n k i n g of beauty. The, two great d i v i s i o n s of the beau-
t i f u l are nature and a r t and i t has g e n e r a l l y been conceded 
that i t i s one great purpose of ar t to i m i t a t e n a t u r e — t o 
transcend and i n t e r p r e t and complete her, i t maybe, but 
to be t r u e to her. To say that p r i m i t i v e man loved nature, 
worshipped her, questioned her, dramatized her l i f e , i s to 
say that he had a l r e a d y discovered i n h i s rude way the 
great source of e s t h e t i c d e l i g h t . 
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I t may be that man at f i r s t worshipped Nature 
b l i n d l y and p e r s o n i f i e d her forces from sheer confusion of 
thought, but there came a time when he thought of h i s gods 
as r e a l p e r s o n a l i t i e s , perhaps inherent i n some way i n the 
ob j e c t s , but s t i l l l i v i n g beings w i t h w i l l s l i k e h i s own. 
Among many races, too, appear the ideas of t r a n s m i g r a t i o n 
and l i f e a f t e r death. How came man to d i s t i n g u i s h i n him-
s e l f a m a t e r i a l and an immaterial part or to have the idea 
of the s p i r i t u a l and unseen as d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the phys-
i c a l and seen? such questions as these have l e d specula-
t i o n o f f upon another t r a c k and have given r i s e t o Spencers 
theory of ancestor worship. 
Man's shadow was seen to be an immaterial t h i n g 
but to f o l l o w him and take h i s foriajwhen he crossed the 
stream or peered over the bank a second person whose mo-
t i o n s p a r a l l e l e d h i s looked at him from beneath; when he 
shouted down a canon a hollow sounding v o i c e mocked him and 
and ever the person behind i t eluded h i s search; when he 
sl e p t he v i s i t e d other scenes and t a l k e d w i t h the absent 
and the dead, while those who watched assured him that h i s 
body had remained i n the same p l a c e ; now and then a com-
panion l a y p e r f e c t l y s t i l l and senseless f o r hours w h i l e 
t h i s i n v i s i b l e something that made him move and t a l k was 
gone; and each one sooner or l a t e r came to the hour when 
t h i s s p i r i t d i d not r e t u r n and the watchers watched i n 
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v a i n . By some such data_as these, we are t o l d , man f i r s t 
learned to d i s t i n g u i s h the p h y s i c a l from the mysterious 
"somewhat" beyond the p h y s i c a l and a r r i v e d at the concept 
of s o u l or s p i r i t . A dream was a r e a l experience of t h i s 
e t h e r i a l s e l f and i f i t c6mmunicated w i t h the souls of the 
dead i n sleep they must s t i l l e x i s t . A parent of grandpar-
ent, honored when l i v i n g , would be revered when dead and 
pla c a t e d and appeased by s u p e r s t i t i o u s r i t e s and o f f e r i n g s . 
Thus ancestor worship. 
The process by which Spencer(l) supposes t h i s 
fundamental form of r e l i g i o n to have given r i s e to other 
forms i s very ingeniously worked out. Savages gave sug-
g e s t i v e namesf Many c i v i l i z e d people do too. A man might 
be named Wolf or Hawk from some personal p e c u l i a r i t y . 
I f he d i s t i n g u i s h e d himself h i s descendents and perhaps 
others would be glad to c l a i m descent from him. The con-
cept of name, as d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the t h i n g , would be 
l a t e r to a r i s e and men would confuse the; ancestor w i t h 
the animal f o r which he was c a l l e d . Persons honored w i t h 
the name of sun or moon would lend them t h e i r p e r s o n a l i t y 
i n the same way. The idea of composite monsters arose from 
the descent of a person from a father c a l l e d L i o n ( l e t us 
say) and a mother c a l l e d Wolf. Both names would be inhe r -
i t e d and the monster p i c t u r e d to s u i t the name. 
1. Herbert Spencer, Essays. O r i g i n of Animal Worship. 
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The h a b i t of d e s c r i b i n g nature i n human terms, according to 
Spencer, i s not common, but the custom i s r a t h e r the r e -
v e r s e . Men took t h e i r names from n a t u r a l objects and en-
dowed them w i t h p e r s o n a l i t y i n r e t u r n . 
That Apollo, or Balder,or Varunna could have been 
anybody's ancestor i s not an idea that meets w i t h much sup-
port among mythologists• The theory cannot be wholly disr> 
regarded, however, as long as nations e x i s t i n which the . 
s p i r i t s of ancestors are worshipped. The Chinese, to men-
t i o n the best example, seem to have no c l e a r conception of 
any other d e i t i e s . I t seems quite p o s s i b l e , t h a t , among 
people i n whom the t r i b a l or f a m i l y f e e l i n g s were strong, 
and the i m m o r t a l i t y of the s o u l b e l i e v e d i n , ancestors 
should have been the f i r s t object of worship;, and. the s t a r t -
ing point of myths. The ancestor, before he could gather a 
c y c l e of t r a d i t i o n s must be i d e a l i z e d and the process then 
becomes very s i m i l a r to that i n which,any h i s t o r i c a l char-
a c t e r gathers m y t h i c a l a t t r i b u t e s . That t h i s involves an 
e s t h e t i c element, I have alr e a d y attempted to show. 
Another occasion of mythology which has been 
elaborated by M u l l e r i s the e t y m o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n . On 
f i r s t thought t h i s would seem to be the most unpromising of 
t h e o r i e s , and yet i t has been worked out w i t h more c a r e f u l 
and wider labor than almost any other, i t t r a c e s mythology 
to a disease of language and reduces i t to a phase i n l i n -
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g u i s t i c development. This cannot he taken as a cause co-
ordinate w i t h n a t u r a l phenomena, f o r M u l l e r himself by h i s 
extensive work i n mythological names, has made i t forever 
impossible to doubt, at l e a s t , that the gods were o r i g i n -
a l l y phenomena. And yet etymologies, as he t r e a t s them, 
are something more tham mere steps i n the process, they are 
secondary s t a r t i n g p o i n t s . His "disease of language" theory 
i s c l o s e l y connected w i t h h i s explanation of authropomor-
phism. Men>must think i n a c t i v e terms and p o s i t a f a c t o r 
f o r every f a c t and an actor f o r every a c t . The thought and 
the name go together, and, having once given any phenome-
non a name denoting a c t i o n , the n e c e s s i t i e s of language 
compel man to speak of i t as a c t i n g . Thus E a s ( l ) or dawn 
o r i g i n a l l y meant "to shine.* Men would speak of Eas as go-
ing, coming, waking, sl e e p i n g , not metaphorically but as 
matter of f a c t i n the same way that we would say, "The sun 
r i s e s . " Having accustomed himself to speak i n t h i s a c t i v e 
and personal way, man forgot the o r i g i n a l meaning of h i s 
words and evolved a myth to s u i t the p e r s o n a l i t y that h i s 
language seemed to suggest. i t seems that the n a t u r a l 
phenomenon i s the subject of the myth, but the cause of i t s 
production i s man's d e s i r e to e x p l a i n h i s own i n e v i t a b l e 
modes of speaking. 
1. M u l l e r , N a t u r a l R e l i g i o n . Lecture XVI. 
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I t i s somewhat too severe a s t r a i n on our c r e d u l -
i t y to he asked to b e l i e v e that the enormous body of my* 
thology produced by a l l the nations of the ea r t h was caused 
by f o r g e t t i n g the s i g n i f i c a t i o n of words, or (as Lang 
p o i n t s out) that a l l language should have passed through 
the same malady w i t h s i m i l a r r e s u l t s . Granting however, 
that the theory may p r o p e r l y apply to some cases, i t may 
yet be reduced to man's c u r i o s i t y t u r n i n g upon h i s own psy-
c h o l o g i c a l process instead of on o b j e c t i v e nature. I f we 
agree that the same native c u r i o s i t y has produced the psy-
c h o l o g i s t , the chemist, and the p h i l o l o g i s t , there i s no 
reason why, at i t s e a r l y stage i t should not have busied 
i t s e l f w i t h the meaning of words and customs. I say at an 
e a r l y but not at the e a r l i e s t stage. M u l l e r himself would 
hold that man must have concerned himself w i t h the sun and 
the dawn f i r s t , formed ideas and invented words, before he 
could have f o r g o t t e n the meaning of these words and worked 
out new exp l a n a t i o n s . His mythology would be growing i n 
the meantime and yet would doubtless be in f l u e n c e d by the 
confu s i o n of language. To whatever extent the disease of 
language may have been opera t i v e , i t i s l a r g e l y dependent 
on man's n a t i v e C u r i o s i t y and f e e l i n g f o r the harmony of 
t h i n g s which demands that a ha b i t of speaking or a c t i n g , as 
w e l l as a part of nature, s h a l l be explained and connected 
up w i t h the r e s t of l i f e . 
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IV. 
So f a r I have t r i e d t o show that whether mythol-
ogy i s s t u d i e d from the p o i n t of view of o b j e c t i v e f a c t or 
s u b j e c t i v e f a c u l t y , i t s value f o r i t s b e l i e v e r i s l a r g e l y 
an e s t h e t i c one. Whether i t be d e r i v e d from h i s t o r i c a l 
f a c t , f a m i l y r e l a t i o n s h i p , n a t u r a l phenomena or l i n g u i s t i c 
problems, i t i s l a r g e l y the e s t h e t i c i n a l l these that sets 
them up as worthy of man's i d e a l i z a t i o n . F u r t h e r , whether 
i t i s prompted by r e l i g i o u s f e e l i n g , s c i e n t i f i c c u r i o s i t y , 
or a n a t u r a l tendency to t h i n k i n p e r s o n a l terms, t h e y e i s 
an e s t h e t i c s i d e to these impulses which helps to give the 
impetus to myth development. 
There are p r o b a b l y many t h e o r i e s of s c h o l a r s and 
many examples i n the myths themselves which would come out-
side any of these d i v i s i o n s . .Andrew Lang i n s i s t s upon the 
tit-
prominence of animals i n f o l k - l o r e and t r a c e s t o totemism. 
The Zob'morphic tendency of the mind can be c l a s s e d roughly 
w i t h the anthropomorphic tendency. Animal s t o r i e s are pro-
b a b l y a s u r v i v a l of the past when man was not so f a r r e -
moved from the b r u t e as now, and i n hds c o n f u s i o n of ideas 
f a i l e d c l e a r l y t o draw the l i n e . 
M u l l e r , so f a r as I know, has not t r i e d to apply 
h i s t heory t o such d e i t i e s as the Greek Psyche, Cupid, Hope 
and the three p a t e s . These are e v i d e n t l y p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n s 
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of more or l e s s -abstract ideas and would be l a t e r i n devel-
opment than those based upon p h y s i c a l o b j e c t s . There are 
many others which i t w i l l be impossible to d i s c u s s here, 
such as c u l t u r e heroes and departmental gods. 
Doubtless the p r i n c i p l e of economy would best be 
subserved by the e l i m i n a t i o n of some, of these causes and 
occasions, but the f a c t s seem to warrant the a d d i t i o n of 
one more. Granted that man must worship and e x p l a i n and 
p e r s o n i f y , s t i l l why myths as they e x i s t ? How s h a l l we ac-
count f o r the explanation that does not e x p l a i n , and the 
a c t s which render the god not more but l e s s adorable. 
I f Ulysses i s the sun, wedded to the t w i l i g h t weaver of 
clouds, who must leave h i s b r i d e and wander without her f o r 
the greater part of h i s career, detained by C i r c e , the 
moon, and Calypso, a nympth of darkness, r e t u r n i n g to Pen-
elope, the t w i l i g h t , j u s t before he passes i n t o n i g h t ; i f , 
I say, Ulysses journey i s simply an account of the sun's 
course f o r a day, why should the n a r r a t i v e f i l l the books 
of the Odessey? I f J u p i t e r i s merely the embodiment of the 
Greek idea of God, why should he have f i g u r e d i n so many 
compromising and U n d i g n i f i e d episodes? There must have 
been some other p r i n c i p l e at work here, and t h i s l e t us 
c a l l the a r t — i n s t i n c t . 
This has not, so f a r as I know, been dwelt upon 
at l e n g t h by anyone, but i t i s recognized i n such 
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quotations as the f o l l o w i n g : " A l l d e i t i e s do not represent 
phenomena or for c e s of nature. Some myths are mere crea-
t i o n s of the i m a g i n a t i o n . M ( l ) "That ancient sentiment of 
the human heart which makes men l i s t e n to a human voice i n 
the thunder and yearn f o r immortal f r i e n d s and h e l p e r s , 
l i v e s i t s l i f e l i t t l e d i s t u r b e d by the other impulse which 
i n s p i r e s men, when they come to t e l l s t o r i e s and romances 
about the same transcendent beings.M2) "A legend or a f a -
b l e l y i n g i n the mind and c o n t i n u a l l y repeated, gains i n -
s e n s i b l y at each recurrence some new e l o q u e n c e ( 3 ) 
"There are two f a c t o r s i n mythology, moral consciousness 
and p o e t i c conception of• t h ings."(4) I f the a r t - i n s t i n c t 
i s merely the e s t h e t i c sense i n the a c t i v e v o i c e , and i f , 
as I have t r i e d to show, t h i s e s t h e t i c sense i s more or 
l e s s operative i n a l l . the a l l e g e d causes of mythology, then 
the a r t - i n s t i n c t as one cause of mythology might, perhaps, 
be taken f o r granted,, j b e l i e v e , however, that i t works 
not only i n these other causes but i n a sense independently 
— i f any one of a s e r i e s of causes can be s a i d to work 
i n d e p e n d e n t l y — and t h i s e n t i t l e s i t to separate treatment. 
1. Anderson, Norse Mythology, p. 91. 
2. Lang, Myth, R i t u a l and R e l i g i o n . Chap. XVII. 
3.Santayana, L i f e of Reason. V o l . 1 . 
4. " M « it Vol. I I I . 
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Indeed, I f i n d t h i s p r i n c i p l e to he of wider 
a p p l i c a b i l i t y than any of the others. M y t h o l o g i s t s ac-
knowledge that some myths do not, so f a r as they have been 
i n t e r p r e t e d , t r y to e x p l a i n nature. A l a r g e number of the 
s t o r i e s here included i n mythology have nothing to do w i t h 
r e l i g i o n . A myth based upon h i s t o r i c a l f a c t or developed 
from worship of ancestors, could h a r d l y be a t t r i b u t e d to 
the anthropomorphic tendency, since to speak of persons i n 
p e r s o n a l terms re q u i r e s no such e x p l a n a t i o n . 
Art i s man made beauty. L i t e r a t u r e i s one d i v i s -
ion of a r t and i n l i t e r a t u r e the c r e a t i v e imagination 
b u s i e s i t s e l f most of a l l w i t h character and p l o t . Now i t 
i s p r e c i s e l y these two elements that mythology f u r n i s h e s . 
The man of genius adds here, takes away there, and casts 
the whole i n t o the mold of poetry and we have a work of 
a r t , which would be acknowledged to have been produced by 
the a r t i n s t i n c t and f o r e s t h e t i c ends. But how does the 
c o n t r i b u t i o n of the poet d i f f e r from that of the most ob-
scure i n d i v i d u a l , through whose mind the s t o r y passed, and 
from whom i t received even the s l i g h t e s t a d d i t i o n ? Is t h i s 
d i f f e r e n c e one of k i n d or of degree? In other words, d i d 
Homer take a body of myths, w h o l l y unesthetic and produced 
w i t h no e s t h e t i c motive by the "people" and make from 
these, by h i s a r t i s t i c genius, the greatest of epics? 
I t h i n k not. The question i s l e s s hard to answer i n regard 
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to what may be c a l l e d modern mythology. When we t u r n t o 
such s t o r i e s as those c o l l e c t e d by the Brothers Grimm from 
the f i r e s i d e s of the people, where the hand of no conscious 
a r t i s t has ever intervened, we f i n d them developing i n the 
o r i g i n a l way. In savage and barbarous nations and i n many 
chimney corners i n c o u n t r i e s of c i v i l i z a t i o n , we f i n d myths 
i n the making, s t o r i e s s t i l l t o l d , not as c u r i o s i t i e s but 
because they are immensely r e a l to the l i s t e n e r s . 
C l a s s i c Mythology we know only through the medi-
um of e p i c s and dramas which bear testimony to the hand of 
a master and are o b v i o u s l y e s t h e t i c i n q u a l i t y and purpose. 
However, nobody supposes that whoever put the I l l i a d and 
Odyssey i n t h e i r present form, created t h e i r contents out 
of n o t h i n g . The s t o r i e s were t a k i n g shape f o r years before 
and owe something to every wandering m i n s t r e l or temple 
p r i e s t or v i l l a g e s t o r y t e l l e r who changed them s l i g h t l y 
( u n c o n s c i o u s l y i t may be) to s u i t h i s own sense of the 
b e a u t i f u l or what he conceived to be that of h i s hearers. 
Yes, even the e s t h e t i c sense i n the p a s s i v e has 
done i t s share, not perhaps i n a c t u a l l y changing any myth 
but i n determining which should s u r v i v e . The progress of 
mythology too has been by the s u r v i v a l of the f i t t e s t and 
the t e s t of the f i t t e s t has been the presence of the beau-
t i f u l as i t was conceived at the time. Indeed what other 
t e s t c o u l d there be which would account f o r the s u r v i v a l s ? 
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I t could, not "be e f f i c i e n c y i n wxplaining phenomena, f o r 
many of the hypotheses of mythology could not have s a t i s -
f i e d the human mind f o r long. We have science growing up 
beside mythology w i t h i t s explanations of surer and wider 
a p p l i c a t i o n , and yet mythology p e r s i s t s . I t could not have 
been merely the s a t i s f a c t i o n of r e l i g i o u s needs f o r s u r e l y 
+he r e l i g i o u s nature of man does not r e q u i r e so many d i v i n f 
i t i e s as the mythology of any n a t i o n presents; and f u r t h e r , 
as has been pointed out, the moment of deep r e l i g i o u s f e e l * 
ing must have had f o r i t s vaguely represented object a be-
ing v a s t l y d i f f e r e n t from me.ny of the gods. Prayers were 
o f f e r e d , no doubt, to Ze\\% or Thor by name, but the true 
worshipper could not have borne i n h i s mind at the moment, 
the human and i r r a t i o n a l t h i n g s that h i s fancy p i c t u r e d . 
I t seems that the m u l t i p l i c a t i o n ^ e p i s o d e s and p e r s o n a l i t i e s 
would have hindered r a t h e r then promoted r e l i g i o n . 
Anthropomorphism, i f we suppose i t to be a u n i v e r s a l ner 
c e s s i t y i n the e a r l y stages -of development, could doubtless 
produce the germs of most myths but w i l l h a r d l y account 
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y f o r t h e i r s u r v i v a l along w i t h impersonal 
t h i n k i n g . 
I t i s true t h a t , as myths cease to answer the 
questions of science and supply the obj e c t s of r e l i g i o n , 
so a l s o they o f t e n cease to s a t i s f y the e s t h e t i c sense. 
The Greeks themselves,in the time of P l a t o had begun to 
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wonder at and e x p l a i n away some of the enormities of t h e i r 
own myths. What i s t h i s , however, hut saying that the es-
t h e t i c judgment, had climbed higher and scorned the lower 
l e v e l s i t had l e f t . Science and r e l i g i o n outgrew mythology, 
only the b e a u t i f u l element i n anthropomorphism survives i n 
p o e t i c p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n . The a r t i n s t i n c t alone keeps myf 
thology a l i v e . 
When modern machinery was invented the hand loom 
disappeared from s e r v i c e and survives now only i n museums 
where man reads i n such r e l i c s h i s own i n d u s t r i a l h i s t o r y . 
Mythology, whatever i t once d i d , serves us no longer as a 
s c i e n t i f i c e x p l a n a t i o n or a r e l i g i o u s o b j e c t . We how have 
other t o o l s of thought than p e r s o n i f a c t i o n . 
I f these are a l l that i t ever f u r n i s h e d man why 
has i t not been put i n a g l a s s case along w i t h the other 
r e l i c s t h a t have o u t l i v e d t h e i r u s e f u l n e s s , and become a 
matter of mere h i s t o r i c a l c u r i o s i t y ? I t may be answered 
that c l a s s i c a l mythology i s a dead t h i n g , preserved i n a 
cabinet of e x q u i s i t e workmanship, and yet i t can h a r d l y be 
maintained that our only i n t e r e s t i n i t i s that of c u r i o s -
i t y as to what the Greeks and Romans once b e l i e v e d . No one 
can once l o s e h i m s e l f i n the s t o r i e s of Hector and 
Andromache ( f o r example) and then doubt that t h i s and a l l 
l i k e i t s t i l l serve the great purpose that they have always 
served and f o r which p r i m a r i l y they were created — t h a t of 
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l e a d i n g the mind by P l a t o ' s steps from f a i r forms t o f a i r 
p r a c t i c e s , from f a i r p r a c t i c e s to f a i r notions i n i n t o the 
presence of the B e a u t i f u l i t s e l f . 
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